We examine 'heuristic' and 'systematic' candidate-appraisal strategies within a presidential election context. Controlling for political knowledge, we determine whether individual differences in the capacity for ideological thought condition voters' reliance on the major determinants of candidate choice, increasing reliance on policy considerations and decreasing reliance on the heuristic cue of party identification and on perceptions of candidate character when ideological capacity is high, and exerting the opposite effectdecreasing the role of issues and increasing the role of party identification and candidate qualities -when such capacity is low. Using American National Election Studies data from the 1984-2000 period, we find that ideological thinking consistently heightens voters' reliance on issues and decreases their reliance on candidate cues, but only among voters who report being concerned about the outcome of the election. In contrast, the effect of partisanship is stable across levels of ideological thinking and concern about the campaign. We discuss the cognitive processes by which ideological thinking regulates political choice, and assert its centrality in the political decision-making process.
indicators of a crystallized ideological outlook -evidence stronger relations between ideological self-identification, on one hand, and policy attitudes, 3 political values, 4 partisan affiliation, 5 candidate evaluation 6 and vote choice, 7 on the other. One of the major conclusions in this literature is that their capacity for ideological thought conditions how citizens perceive and evaluate objects in the political world. Whereas sophisticates are attuned to the abstract liberal/conservative character of political debate, non-sophisticates respond to political stimuli using simpler and more proximal (i.e., object-specific) considerations. Within the electoral realm, this suggests the existence of systematic differences in the types of information that voters attend to and habitually rely upon in forming their impressions of presidential candidates. In this research, we test a straightforward implication of this idea, variations of which have been hinted at in the literature in political psychology and political behaviour, 8 but never subjected to direct empirical scrutiny. In particular, we examine whether individual differences in ideological thought condition reliance on the major determinants of candidate choice, increasing reliance on policy considerations and decreasing reliance on the heuristic cue of party identification and on perceptions of candidate character when ideological capacity is high, and exerting the opposite effect -decreasing the role of issues and increasing the role of party and candidate qualities -when such capacity is low.
In the next section, we situate this hypothesis within the context of dual-process theories of information processing in social psychology, 9 and within the work on cognitive heuristics and low information rationality in political science. 10 These frameworks provide a strong conceptual basis for understanding when and why citizens will rely on easy-to-use 'heuristic' information in their evaluation of candidates (e.g., personality assessments), and when, in contrast, they will rely on more difficult (but highly diagnostic) types of information (i.e., issues).
D U A L-P R O C E S S T H I N K I N G A N D C A N D I D A T E J U D G E M E N T
Dual-process theories in social psychology have shown that a wide variety of judgements and decisions are mediated by one of two qualitatively different modes of thinking.
11 When cognitive ability and task motivation are high, judgements are characterized by extensive information processing and high levels of scrutiny to the central merits of an advocacy. In contrast, when ability or motivation is low, judgements are mediated by the use of simple rules of thumb that require less cognitive effort. Importantly, dual-process frameworks posit that information processing is strategic, such that individuals maximize their judgemental confidence by attending to the most diagnostic information when they are sufficiently able and motivated, but switch to less diagnostic but easier-to-process information to achieve confidence when the capacity or motivation for elaborative thought is low. 12 That differences in cognitive capacity and task motivation induce systematic variation in the use of low-effort and high-effort judgement strategies has direct implications for understanding when different types of electoral judgement strategies may prevail. According to the normative rational voter model, candidate policy stands are the most diagnostic type of information for making electoral choices.
13 Therefore, to maximize the 'rationality' of their candidate impressions, voters should attempt to obtain information about where the candidates stand on the issues, and then calculate the distance between their own positions and those of the candidates. Obtaining such information, however, can be problematic: candidates often have strong incentives to present ambiguous policy positions, and the mass media tend to emphasize non-issue aspects of elections such as candidate image, the 'horse race' and campaign strategy. Thus, information costs associated with the learning of candidate positions and the calculation of issue distances may be prohibitive for many voters.
14 According to low information rationality models, (F'note continued) Nisbett and Lee Ross, Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1980) ; Samuel Popkin, The Reasoning Voter (Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago Press, 1991); Sniderman et al., Reasoning and Choice. 11 In theory, the two modes form the endpoints of an elaborative processing continuum in which social judgements are based on a mix of low-effort and high-effort processes. See Chaiken et al., 'Heuristic and Systematic Information Processing Within and Beyond the Persuasion Context'; Richard E. Petty and Duane T. Wegener, 'The Elaboration Likelihood Model: Current Status and Controversies', in Shelly Chaiken and Yaacov Trope, eds, Dual Process Theories in Social Psychology (New York: Guilford, 1999) . For a review, see Shelly Chaiken and Yaacov Trope, eds, Dual Process Theories in Social Psychology (New York: Guilford, 1999) . 12 The paradigmatic finding in this literature is that in high ability/motivation settings, attitude change is mediated by the effortful processing of the quality of the persuasive arguments, but not by available heuristic cues such as the expertise or attractiveness of the communicator. In contrast, in low ability/motivation settings, heuristic cues but not persuasive arguments mediate persuasion. For a review, see Alice H. Eagly and Shelly Chaiken, The Psychology of Attitudes (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1993 Science, 33 (1989), 912-39; Doris A. Graber, Mass Media voters can eschew the difficult calculus of comparative issue proximity by relying instead on cognitive shortcuts or heuristic cues in rendering candidate judgements. In particular, by relying on the standing decision of party identification and on easy-to-use information about candidate character, voters can form meaningful appraisals of the candidates without expending excessive amounts of cognitive energy.
We assume that voters' primary motivational concern in the electoral realm is to form 'accurate' judgements of the candidates -those that square with relevant facts and available information. Whether they accomplish this goal by relying on the high-effort judgement strategy of issue proximity or on a comparatively low-effort strategy involving partisan bias and/or candidate image should depend, ceteris paribus, on their ability and motivation to use issue-related information. By definition, 'sophisticated' citizens understand the structural basis of partisan issue conflict, and possess the conceptual skills and contextual information necessary to link policy preferences with electoral choices. 15 Indeed, operationalized as political knowledge, several recent studies have demonstrated that sophisticated voters rely more on ideological orientations and issue preferences in making electoral choices than do less sophisticated voters. 16 However, individual differences in political knowledge may not capture, at least entirely, voters' ability and motivation to engage in issue-based candidate judgement. To be sure, the capacity for ideological thought requires a modicum of knowledge of 'what goes with what'; but information holding and attitude consistency are not isomorphic constructs (as we shall demonstrate), and each may make an independent contribution to voters' reliance on issues in the candidate judgement process. Organizing one's political thought along ideological lines should be particularly helpful in simplifying the process of candidate evaluation by reducing the space of relevant issues (ideally into a single liberal-conservative dimension). 17 In essence, policy-based decision making should pose lower information costs and offer greater rewards in terms of the clarity of candidate choice when the preponderance of the voter's issue preferences are closer to one candidate than to the other. To state the proposition in reverse, voters with ideologically inconsistent policy preferences have some reason to support each of the candidates; these voters should experience greater difficulty and less motivation in choosing between them on the basis of policy. If this is the case, non-ideological voters should pursue other strategies for making meaningful candidate distinctions. In this research, we examine policy-based candidate evaluation contingent on ideological thinking while controlling for individual differences in political knowledge, and directly compare the moderating effects of each type of political sophistication. This strategy allows us to determine empirically the extent to which 'rational' political judgement is rooted in informational (i.e., knowledge) versus ideological consistency considerations. (F'note continued) Non-ideological voters, lacking both the requisite capacity and the incentives for systematic issue-based judgement, should fall back on comparatively low-effort cues in distinguishing between the candidates. In this research we focus on two such non-policy alternatives, the heuristic cue of party identification and perceptions of candidate character. First, as numerous scholars have noted, party identification is a standing decision of considerable inferential value, one that provides voters with a simple and readily available yardstick for making electoral choices. 18 Secondly, research indicates that judgements of presidential candidates are strongly rooted in assessments of candidate character. For example, Miller, Wattenberg and Malanchuk found that references to the personal attributes of the candidates far outnumber references to issues and parties in voters' open-ended comments about the candidates. 19 By relying on assessments of candidate character, non-ideological voters can manage to form electoral judgements via familiar and well-rehearsed routines of impression formation that they employ in everyday life, and that require little in the way of cognitive effort or the capacity for ideological thinking. 20 As Kinder has argued, 'judgments of [candidate] character offer citizens a familiar and convenient way to manage the avalanche of information made available to them each day about public affairs.' 21 In sum, previous work has amply shown that issues, parties and character assessments play an intimate role in voters' appraisals of presidential candidates in American elections. 22 What has not been established is whether the proclivity to organize the political world along ideological lines systematically stratifies the mass public's reliance on difficult (i.e., issues) vs. easy-to-use information (i.e., party and character). 23 Based on the logic of dual-process thinking, we hypothesize that voters who encounter problems using the difficult calculus of issue proximity to judge the candidates can readily rely on their standing party attachment and their assessments of candidate character. Thus, we expect non-ideological voters to exhibit less systematic but more heuristic processing. Recent work by Lau and Redlawsk suggests another possibility. Using an experimental design and mock campaigns in which information-processing strategies were directly observed, Lau and Redlawsk found that all voters rely on heuristics, but only sophisticated voters make effective use of them. 24 That is, only heuristic use among knowledgeable voters produced better quality -i.e., fully informed -decisions. Within the present context, this finding suggests that ideological voters might make better use of all three types of informationissues, parties and character -than non-ideological voters. While the proof is ultimately in the pudding, for three reasons we believe this is unlikely. First, real American presidential elections provide ample cues about party and candidate character, rendering these considerations quite manageable even for uninformed voters. Secondly, if ideological voters achieve sufficient confidence in their electoral judgements on the basis of issues, they may be less motivated to rely on less diagnostic party and character cues. Thirdly, non-ideological voters who are highly concerned about the outcome of the election are especially likely to use available heuristic information, as their motivation to appraise the candidates 'accurately' is high, but their ability to use issues to this end is low.
Using data from the 1984-2000 American National Election Study (ANES), we provide a direct test of this reasoning by examining: (1) whether issue proximity exerts a stronger influence on comparative candidate judgements as the capacity for ideological thought increases, and (2) whether party identification and judgements of candidate character exert a stronger influence on candidate judgements as ideological thought decreases. Using a standard multi-issue proximity score and controlling for individual differences in political knowledge, we first present separate ordinary least squares (OLS) models of comparative candidate evaluation for each of the five election years, demonstrating that the moderating role of ideological thinking is a highly robust phenomenon.
We also attempt to determine, in so far as it is possible with survey data, whether voters calculate issue proximities or simply infer that Republican candidates hold more conservative policy positions than Democratic candidates. While issue voting is generally characterized in terms of the former, it is not unreasonable to suppose that voters are doing the latter. Indeed, why take the trouble to acquire information piecemeal when it can be had wholesale? As Lau and Redlawsk recently argued: 'Relying on stereotypes or schemata provide[s] an obvious cognitive saving, to the extent that particular attributes (e.g., issue stands) are assumed "by default" rather than learned individually in each specific instance'. 25 As a practical matter, ANES data do not allow us to distinguish strongly between systematic and heuristic information-processing strategies. However, a cornerstone of all dual-process models, one that is well supported by empirical evidence, is that effortful (i.e., systematic) thinking occurs when both cognitive ability and task 24 This finding is somewhat blurred by the fact that Lau and Redlawsk used a summary measure of heuristic use that combined party, ideology and endorsement heuristics. Thus, the hypothesis that sophisticated voters relied more on one type of cue (e.g., ideology) but less on another (e.g., party) was not tested. Moreover, Lau and Redlawsk found that sophisticated voters make effective use of heuristics only when the mock candidates fit partisan stereotypes. In fact, for non-stereotypic candidates, heuristic use actually decreased the likelihood of 'correct' voting among sophisticated voters. 25 Lau and Redlawsk, 'Advantages and Disadvantages of Cognitive Heuristics ', p. 953. motivation are high. 26 In the present context, ability is captured by ideological thinking, while motivation should be a function of the voter's expressed concern about the outcome of the election. Accordingly, ideological voters who express concern about the election should be the most able and willing to calculate issue distances. In contrast, non-ideological voters should lack the ability, and unconcerned voters should lack the motivation, to engage in this form of effortful thinking. In empirical terms, then, we can infer that voters are engaging in at least some systematic processing if issue-based candidate evaluation is more pronounced when both ideological thinking and concern about the campaign are high, than when either is (or both are) low.
Measurement of Ideological Thinking
To assess individual differences in citizens' propensities to employ ideological concepts in their political thinking, we relied on a procedure developed recently by Jacoby. 27 Using Mokken scaling to determine the unidimensionality underlying a set of empirical items, Jacoby found that ideological thinking in the mass public conforms to a cumulative structure, such that political stimuli vary widely in the extent to which the public views them in ideological terms, and that individuals who exhibit ideological thinking on difficult items also exhibit such thinking on all easier items. For example, Jacoby found that correct ideological placement of the parties and candidates (like perceiving the Democratic candidate as more liberal than the Republican candidate) occurs more frequently than consistency between ideological and party identification (for example, being both conservative and Republican), which is more frequent than consistency between ideological identification and specific policy preferences (like being liberal and opposing school prayer). In our view, Jacoby's procedure has two principle virtues as a means of assessing individual differences in the propensity for ideological thought. First, it incorporates variation in both respondents and stimuli, producing an additive index of ideological thinking based on an underlying latent continuum of ideological difficulty. Secondly, it does not privilege any specific type of attitude object in gauging ideological thinking (such as issue consistency), but includes a broad range of objects and judgements, including feelings towards and correct placement of ideological groups, ideological identification and consistency between ideological identification on one hand, and issues, partisanship, candidate evaluation and vote choice on the other.
In the present research, we do not repeat Jacoby's scaling analysis. 28 Instead, we simply used the items employed by Jacoby to calculate individual ideological thinking scores. Three types of items were included in each election year to assess the extent to which respondents judged political stimuli in ideological (liberal-conservative) terms: (1) self-identification as liberal or conservative (versus moderate or no identification); (2) feeling close to the consistent ideological group; and (3) consistency between ideological identification on one hand, and party identification, feelings towards ideological groups, and individual policy attitudes on the other (all policy items included in the ANES for a given year were used in the assessment of ideological thinking; see the Appendix for a listing of issues and variable numbers). 29 Individual scores were computed by summing the number of ideologically correct responses.
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Measurement of Issue Proximity
We used all pre-election survey issues for which both respondent attitudes and respondent perceptions of the candidates' attitudes were available. A single issue proximity score was constructed for each respondent in each election year by averaging all issues for which the respondent provided a valid response. As is shown in the Appendix, the ANES surveys varied widely over election years in the number of issues that met our two inclusion requirements. This resulted in seven policy issues in 1984 and 1988, four issues in 1992, ten issues in 1996 and nine issues in 2000 (see the Appendix for a listing of the issues and ANES variable numbers). The formula used to construct issue proximity was:
where V ij is voter j 's position on issue i, D i is the mean perception of the Democratic candidate's position on issue i, R i is the mean perception of the Republican candidate's position on issue i, and n j is the number of valid policy responses provided by voter j.
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Using respondents' mean placement of the candidates rather than each respondent's own placement helps to reduce projection effects (i.e., 'projecting' one's own opinion on to the preferred candidate). 32 Issue proximity was coded in all election years such that higher scores represented greater voter issue similarity with the Republican candidate. 29 We left out the two items dealing with consistency between ideological identification on one hand and candidate evaluation and vote choice on the other, as candidate judgement is the main dependent variable in our analysis. We also excluded correct placement of the parties and candidates on the ideological continuum, as these items pertain to both political knowledge and ideological thinking. Respondents were deemed as having an ideological self-identification if they placed themselves at a non-neutral point along the 7-point scale (i.e., not 4). Respondents felt close to the consistent ideological group if liberals responded as 'feeling close to' liberals but not conservatives, and vice versa for conservatives. Respondents' ideological self-identifications were considered consistent with their partisan identifications and their policy attitudes if their scores were on the same side of the 7-point scales for both items (i.e., 1, 2 or 3 for liberal/Democrat, and 5, 6 or 7 for conservative/Republican). Finally, ideological self-identifications were considered consistent with ideological feelings if respondents felt warmer towards the ideological group to which they identified (i.e., for liberals, if the feeling thermometer score for the group 'liberals' was higher than the feeling thermometer score for the group 'conservatives', and vice versa for conservatives). These codings are identical to those used by Jacoby, 'The Structure of Ideological Thinking in the American Electorate'. 30 Mean proportional ideological thinking scores (on a transformed 0-1 scale) ranged from 0.26 in 1984 to 0.42 in 2000. Across election years, the 'easiest' item was holding a non-neutral ideological identification, which ranged from 0.48 in 1984 to 0.84 in 2000. The 'hardest' items tended to be consistency between ideological self-identification and individual policy attitudes. For example, in 1984, the mean for consistency between ideology and improving the social and economic status of women was 0.20, and in 1996 the mean for consistency between ideology and abortion was 0. Respondents who failed to answer at least half of the issue items in a given election year were excluded from all analyses. This resulted in the exclusion of 6.3 per cent of the sample across election years (rates ranged from 3.4 per cent in 2000 to 10.5 per cent in 1984).
Measurement of Candidate Character
Following Miller et al., 33 we assessed respondents' perceptions of candidate character using the open-ended likes/dislikes probes. The likes/dislikes questions for candidates ask whether 'there is anything in particular about [candidate] that might make you want to vote [FOR or AGAINST] him?' Four follow-up probes are provided ('Anything else?'). Thus, respondents are invited to provide up to five likes and five dislikes for each of the two major-party candidates. In constructing character assessment scores, we used the 'Experience and Ability', 'Leadership Qualities', and 'Personal Qualities', ANES master code categories. These categories capture respondents' open-ended comments about the candidates' personal qualities, including references to whether a candidate is 'dependable', 'trustworthy', 'reliable', 'strong', 'decisive', 'experienced', 'dishonest', and so on. 34 Comparative character assessment scores were constructed by the formula:
, where P R and P D represent the number of positive comments about the Republican and Democratic candidates, respectively, and N R and N D represent the number of negative comments about the Republican and Democratic candidates. Thus, comparative character assessment scores favour the Republican candidate when the number of positive references to the Republican candidate and the number of negative references to the Democratic candidate are high, and favour the Democratic candidate when the number of positive references to the Democratic candidate and the number of negative references to the Republican candidate are high.
R E S U L T S
Political Knowledge and Ideological Thinking: Separate Constructs?
The concept of 'political sophistication', although rarely defined, is most often operationalized in one of two ways: as objective knowledge about politics and as the consistency of political attitudes. 35 Most of what we know about political sophistication as a moderator variable -for example, increasing resistance to attitude change, reliance on issues in candidate evaluation and on-line information processing -is based on political 33 Miller et al., 'Schematic Assessments of Presidential Candidates'. 34 Thus, we excluded comments not related to candidate qualities, such as those related to issues, parties and groups (e.g., the master code categories 'Domestic Issues', 'Foreign Issues', 'Group Connections' and 'Government Activity/Philosophy'). These excluded categories included such comments as the candidate was 'too liberal', 'for equality', 'anti government aid', 'pro lower taxes', 'cold war oriented' and 'in favour of broadening of relations with Russia'. We chose to rely on the open-ended likes/dislikes questions to measure candidate character rather than the closed-ended trait questions, as the latter were nearly perfectly collinear with our dependent variable of candidate evaluation. Results using the trait ratings, however, were similar. For highly similar coding methods of perceptions of candidate character using the likes/dislikes questions, see Marcus et al., Affective Intelligence and Political Judgment, and Miller et al., 'Schematic Assessments of Presidential Candidates'. 35 Robert Luskin, 'Measuring Political Sophistication', American Journal of Political Science, 31 (1987) , 856-99, defines political sophistication as the size, range and level of constraint within a political belief system. However, after examining the effectiveness of several measures, he concludes that political knowledge may represent the best single existing approach.
knowledge.
36 By definition, politically knowledgeable individuals understand the left-right basis of political conflict and are more likely than uninformed individuals to hold ideologically consistent opinions. Before delving into an analysis of the effects of ideological thinking, we should like to determine whether our measure of it is assessing the same latent construct as standard measures of political knowledge. Each of the ANES surveys included a battery of objective knowledge questions, pertaining to jobs held by well-known political figures (such as Margaret Thatcher, Newt Gingrich, Yasser Arafat), the responsibilities of each branch of government (for example, who nominates judges to the federal courts), and party control of Congress (for a listing of the items, see the Appendix). All political knowledge items were scored 1 if correct and 0 if incorrect (or 'don't know'). If items assessing ideological thinking and political knowledge are tapping the same construct -i.e., 'political sophistication' -then it should come as little surprise that ideological voters rely more on issues than non-ideological voters, as we know as much from previous studies of political knowledge. If, however, the two measures are tapping different -if related -constructs, and further, if we control appropriately for the effects of political knowledge and still find that variation in ideological thinking conditions how voters judge candidate, then we should be on to something new.
To determine the underlying structure of our measures of ideological thinking and political knowledge, we use confirmatory factor analysis to test three alternative latent measurement models for each election year. The first model tests whether a single latent 'sophistication' dimension underlies both the knowledge and ideological thinking variables. The second model tests whether the two sets of variables constitute separate latent factors. This model assumes that what people know about politics is not isomorphic with how they think about politics. Finally, as these are non-nested models -and thus cannot be compared for fit with an inferential test -we estimated an alternative two-factor model in which the correlation between the latent knowledge and ideological thinking factors is fixed to 1.0. Substantively, fixing this correlation tests whether responses to the two sets of measures derive from the same latent dimension. We then perform 1 Ϫ df 2 difference tests to determine whether the two-factor model with the fixed correlation among the latent factors provides a significantly worse fit to the data than the two-factor model in which this correlation is freely estimated. This provides a direct test of whether knowledge and ideological thinking are different constructs. We also examine the absolute size of the latent knowledge-consistency correlation to determine the extent to which the two factors are capturing the same information.
The measurement models were calculated using Mplus software, 37 which uses robust weighted least squares to estimate latent factors with observed categorical indicators. 1998-2004. 38 This estimator describes the effect of the factors on the observed indicators as probit regressions, which are appropriate for categorical variables. Moreover, the df for the chi-square is not calculated in the usual way (i.e., number of moments minus number of fixed parameters); rather, it is adjusted so that the p-value for the chi-square distribution is correct, see Muthen and Muthen, Mplus User's Guide, pp. 358. the estimated correlation among the latent factors ( ) and a test of differential fit for the nested two-factor models. As the 2 tests are highly sensitive to sample size (and our samples are comparatively large), they do not provide an adequate means of assessing model fit. We therefore employ two alternative fit indices: the comparative fit index (CFI) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). 39 As can be seen in the top rows of Table 1 , the one-factor model provided a poor fit to the data in all election years (for example, average RMSEA ϭ 0.15). Moreover, averaged across elections, only 60.1 per cent of the standardized loadings (not shown) on the single latent factor exceeded 0.70. We can thus reject the hypothesis that political knowledge and ideological thinking are indicators of the same latent 'sophistication' dimension. Turning to the two-factor models -each of which provides a better fit to the data than the one-factor model -we see that model fit is reduced significantly when the correlation between the latent knowledge and ideological thinking factors is fixed at 1.0. In particular, the 2 difference tests (directly comparing the fit of the two models) are highly significant, indicating that the correlation between the two latent factors is significantly less than 1.0. Indeed, as can be seen in the middle of Table 1 , the error free correlation ( ) between the latent knowledge and ideological thinking factors is substantially lower than 1.0; it ranges from 0.27 in 1988, peaks at 0.45 in 1996, and averages 0.35 across the five election years, indicating that the two variables are separate constructs. Finally, unlike the one-factor model, 86.75 per cent of the loadings on the ideological thinking factor exceeded 0.70, and 94.44 per cent of the loadings on the knowledge factor exceeded this threshold (averaged across elections). In sum, given their status as separate -but related -aspects of political sophistication, we control for political knowledge in estimating the moderating effects of ideological thinking on presidential candidate evaluation.
Ideological Thinking and Candidate Evaluation
To test the switching mechanism hypothesis, six interaction terms were constructed. In the first set of terms, ideological thinking scores were multiplied by issue proximity scores, party identification scores and character assessment scores, respectively. The hypothesis that ideological voters rely more on issues than do non-ideological voters is captured by a positively signed interaction of issue proximity ϫ ideological thinking, such that the slope for issue proximity increases as the propensity for ideological thinking rises. The complementary hypothesis, that non-ideological voters rely more on party identification and/or on perceptions of candidate character than do ideological voters, is captured by negatively signed interactions of partisanship ϫ ideological thinking and perceptions of candidate character ϫ ideological thinking, such that the slopes for partisanship and perceptions of candidate character increase as the propensity for ideological thought decreases. To control for the effects of political knowledge, we constructed a second set of interaction terms in which issue proximity, party identification and character assessment were each multiplied by political knowledge scores. Our hypotheses about the moderating effects of ideological thinking are thus net of those attributable to political knowledge. To facilitate a comparison of the coefficients within and between analyses, all variables were recoded to a 0 to 1 scale. Moreover, to ease the interpretation of key interactions and to reduce multicollinearity between individual and cross-product terms, all variables involved in interaction terms (i.e., ideological thinking, political knowledge, issue proximity, party identification, perceptions of candidate character) were centred about their means. 40 Estimates of the effects on summary candidate evaluation (the thermometer score for the Republican candidate minus the thermometer score for the Democratic candidate, recoded to a 0-1 scale) are shown in Table 2 (we also control for sex, race, education and the number of policy issues for which the respondent provided a valid response). An examination of the coefficients revealed, unsurprisingly, that the conditional effects of partisanship, issue proximity and character assessments (when ideological thinking and political knowledge are at their means, i.e., 0) were significant in every election. The table also reveals that the effects of issue proximity and perceptions of candidate characterbut not party identification -are conditioned in almost every election by respondents' propensities for ideological thinking. The coefficient for the issue proximity ϫ ideological thinking interaction term is positively signed, statistically significant and quite sizeable in every election. By contrast, the coefficient for the character perception ϫ ideological thinking interaction term is negatively signed, statistically significant and sizeable in all but the 1984 and 1996 elections. Finally, ideological thinking utterly failed to stratify the public's reliance on the standing cue of party identification (none of the party identification ϫ ideological thinking interaction terms are significant), indicating that ideological and non-ideological voters rely equally on party identification. 41 Thus, even after controlling rigorously for the effects of political knowledge, ideological voters rely more on issues and less on perceptions of candidate character than do non-ideological voters. As for the conditioning effects of political knowledge, as Table 2 shows, the knowledge ϫ issue proximity interaction was positively signed and significant in just three of the five elections (1988, 1992 and 2000) , while the knowledge ϫ character assessment term was negatively signed, significant and sizeable in all of the elections.
Thus far, we have established that ideological voters rely more on issues and less on perceptions of candidate character than non-ideological voters. Does this mean that ideological voters engage in more systematic (and less heuristic) thought than their non-ideological counterparts, or do the two types of voters simply rely on different heuristics (i.e., ideology vs. candidate likeability cues)? Although we cannot resolve this question definitively, dual-process logic states that effortful (i.e., systematic) thinking about issues should be most pronounced when both cognitive ability and task motivation are high. Fortunately, in each election year, the ANES asks the following question: 'Generally speaking, would you say that you personally care a good deal which party wins the presidential election this fall or that you don't care very much which party wins?' This variable should adequately capture voters' motivation to make accurate judgements, and thereby influence the likelihood that they think about issues in a systematic manner. For the 1984-2000 period, a strong majority of respondents (72.5 per cent) professed caring a good deal about the outcome of the election, whereas just over a quarter indicated a lack of concern (in 1996 79.04 per cent of voters expressed a concern about the election outcome; concern was lowest in 1988 at 63.15 per cent). 42 If electoral reliance on issues reflects systematic thinking (at least in part), it should be most pronounced when voters are both able and motivated to calculate candidate issue stands, that is, when both ideological thinking and campaign concern are high.
In Table 3 (low campaign concern) and Table 4 (high campaign concern), we re-estimated the models in Table 2 separately for respondents who 'don't care very much' and those who 'care a great deal' about the election outcome. The OLS estimates in Table  3 indicate that when campaign motivation is low, ideological voters do not rely more than non-ideological voters on issues, and they do not rely less than non-ideological voters on assessments of candidate character. Only one of the five issue proximity ϫ ideological thinking interaction terms (the 2000 election) and none of the character assessment ϫ ideological thinking interaction terms are significant when campaign motivation is low. Thus, consistent with dual-process logic, voters do not switch from heuristic to systematic criteria if they lack the motivation for effortful thinking. But, given the 41 The results were highly similar when (a) 'directional' scores were substituted for issue proximity scores, see George Rabinowitz and Stuart MacDonald, 'A Directional Theory of Voting ', American Political Science Review, 83 (1989) , 93-121; (b) strength of party identification was entered into the model, both as 'first-order' effects and as interaction terms with issue proximity, party identification, and perceptions of candidate character. The results are thus highly robust across model specifications and measurement strategies. 42 These numbers are probably somewhat inflated, given that politics rates fairly low on the interest scales of most Americans. relatively small number of unmotivated voters, perhaps these null results simply reflect a lack of statistical power to detect interactions. We can address this concern by pooling the data across the five elections. Uninterested voters now number more than 2,000, rendering the power issue moot. As can be seen in the rightmost column of Table 3 , the pooled results are similar to the disaggregated results: ideological thinking fails to stratify voters' reliance on any of the three major criteria when concern about the campaign is low. By contrast, as can be seen in Table 4 , ideological thinking clearly does stratify voters' reliance on both issues and character assessments when campaign motivation is high. For these motivated voters, all but one of the five issue proximity ϫ ideological thinking interaction terms are significant and positive in sign, and three of the five character assessment ϫ ideological thinking interaction terms are significant and negative in sign. As the table shows, the pooled analysis produces the same result: ideological voters rely more on issues and less on character assessments than do non-ideological voters.
Consistent with a key tenet of dual-process thinking, we find that systematic thought -in this case issue-based candidate evaluation -requires both ability and motivation. Ideological voters rely strongly on issues, but only when they are concerned about the outcome of the election. The interactions also imply the presence of a second, equally interesting pattern about voters' use of heuristics. Specifically, reliance on perceptions of candidate character appears to be strongest among non-ideological voters who are highly concerned about the election (i.e., less able but motivated voters), and lowest among ideological voters who are concerned about the election (i.e., able and motivated voters). Again, this fits easily within the dual-process framework. Highly motivated nonideological voters are eager to make 'good' decisions, but lack the ability to focus on the most diagnostic information (i.e., issue); therefore, they are especially motivated to make the best use of heuristic information, which is less diagnostic, but easier to acquire and use. Highly motivated ideological voters, in contrast, are able to achieve sufficient decision confidence by relying on issues; therefore, they do not need to rely as much on less diagnostic heuristic cues.
To interpret more precisely the manner in which ideological thinking and concern about the election alter voters' decision calculus, the conditional effects of issue proximity and character assessments on summary candidate judgement (based on the models in Tables 3 and 4) are displayed in Table 5 . The table displays the coefficients for these two variables at minimum and maximum levels of ideological thinking for each election year, separately for voters high and low in campaign concern. As the variables all have a 0-1 range (with political knowledge centred at 0), they can be interpreted as the proportion of coverage on the dependent variable (i.e., comparative candidate evaluation) as the predictor variable moves from its minimum to its maximum value, with political knowledge held constant throughout at its mean.
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The top rows of the table present the conditional OLS coefficients of issue proximity on candidate evaluation for non-ideological and ideological voters who are unconcerned about the election. The next set of rows present the same effects for voters who are highly 43 The conditional effects of issues and character at minimum and maximum levels of ideological thinking are based on regression analyses in which ideological thinking is recoded such that a score of 0 corresponds to the minimum or maximum scale score, see Robert J. Friedrich, 'In Defense of Multiplicative Terms in Multiple Regression Equations', American Journal of Political Science, 26 (1982) , 797-833. concerned about the election. These conditional coefficients indicate that the effect for issues is considerably larger among voters who parse the political world in ideological terms than among those who do not, but this difference is substantial only among highly motivated voters (i.e., those concerned about the election). Averaged across elections, candidate evaluation scores among highly concerned voters ranged across 28.4 per cent of the scale (i.e., a coefficient of 0.284) as a function of issue proximity when ideological thinking was at its maximum (controlling for the other variables in the model). By contrast, candidate evaluation scores ranged across just 10.8 per cent of the scale as a function of issue proximity when ideological thinking was at its minimum. This represents a decline of 17.6 percentage points. The effect for pooled data among motivated voters is even larger: As the far-right column shows, candidate evaluation scores range across 32.0 per cent of the scale as a function of issue proximity at maximum ideological thinking, but ranged across just 7.0 per cent of the scale at minimum ideological thinking (a decline of 25 percentage points). Among unmotivated voters, the differential effect of issues is much smaller: candidate evaluation scores ranged across 12.4 per cent of the scale as a function of issue proximity for ideological voters, and 7.4 per cent of the scale for non-ideological voters (a difference of just 5.2 percentage points).
The bottom part of Table 5 shows the conditional effects of perceptions of candidate character on candidate evaluation. As for issue proximity, differential reliance on character across levels of ideological thinking is considerably stronger among motivated than unmotivated voters. Now, however, it is non-ideological voters who exhibit the stronger effects. Among voters who are concerned about the election, there is a sharp increase in the reliance on assessments of candidate character as ideological thinking declines. Averaged across elections, candidate evaluation scores ranged across 71.2 and 48.4 per cent of the scale as a function of character assessment for non-ideological and ideological voters, respectively, a decline of 22.8 percentage points (the pooled effects are similar, at 70 and 41 per cent, respectively, a 29 percentage point difference). Among voters who are unconcerned about the election, candidate evaluation scores ranged across 62.8 and 52.2 per cent of the scale as a function of character assessment for non-ideological and ideological voters, respectively, a decline of just 10.6 percentage points. The pooled difference (across non-ideological and ideological voters) was even smaller, at 9 percentage points.
In sum, among unmotivated voters, ideological thinking makes little difference; character judgements dominate and issues make little impact, even when ideological thinking is high. However, among voters who profess concern about the outcome of the election -and who are thus motivated to devote more sustained thought to the appraisal task -ideological thinking matters a great deal. Among maximally ideological voters, issues, character assessments and partisanship exert roughly equal weight in rendering candidate judgements. To be sure, these voters do not abandon the yardstick of standing party preference or the notion that character perceptions are an important normative consideration in making such decisions. However, ideological voters strongly supplement their stable political reference points and personality assessments with assessments of the candidates' policy positions. When ideological thinking falls to its minimum, voters rely heavily on character assessments and precious little on issues. In contrast to the large shifts in both issues and character, the effect of party identification is remarkably stable across levels of ideological thinking, and, to a lesser extent, across levels of concern about the election.
The question of ideological thinking is a longstanding and central concern in political science. The public's awareness of the left-right structure of political conflict is a primary marker of its political competence, with direct and even profound implications for communication and influence processes between elites and the mass public. According to major reviews on the topic, the distribution question is largely settled: the American electorate is neither super-sophisticated nor is it abysmally ignorant.
44 But as we demonstrate, neither is it homogeneous. Some individuals, too few, to be sure, think abstractly about politics and form policy attitudes and other political beliefs that cohere both with their abstract ideological identifications and with each other. A great many others parse the political world through narrow and object-specific lenses and exhibit very little ideological organization among their opinions.
But this appears to be changing, as ideological thinking scores have risen steadily from a low of 0.26 in 1984 (on the 0 to 1 scale) to a high of 0.42 in 2000. At first glance, this would appear to contradict the perception that Reagan and Mondale ran more polarized campaigns than Bush and Gore, both of whom presented themselves to voters as centrists. However, there has been a steady ideological polarization of the parties since the early 1980s, and scholars have shown that this polarization at the elite level has clarified partisan distinctions for the mass public. 45 For example, Hetherington has demonstrated that increases in both the perceived ideological distance between the parties and the strength of partisan orientations are a function of increasing elite party polarization (based on DW-nominate scores, which are ideal point estimates concerning ideology, of roll-call votes in the US House of Representatives) beginning in 1984. He notes that, 'As parties in Congress have become more polarized along party lines, people have become more inclined to see important differences between the parties, place them correctly in an ideological space, and perceive a wider ideological distance between them'. 46 That levels of mass ideological thinking have also increased during this period dovetails nicely with The Changing American Voter's environmental thesis and with elite behaviour theories of public opinion change.
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In this research, we tested the proposition that ideological thinking increases the extent to which voters use issues and decreases the extent to which they use party identification and assessments of candidate character in forming electoral preferences. Based on dual-process theories in social psychology and low information rationality models in political science, our perspective is that voters approach the task of candidate judgement strategically, focusing on those criteria that allow them to make the most reasonably informed electoral choices. 48 Ideologically-minded voters understand the structural basis of partisan political conflict, including its manifestation in the realm of policy issues. Ideological voters should therefore have little cognitive difficulty in using issue information to render candidate judgements. For non-ideological voters -those for whom 44 Politics, 60 (1988) , 634-52. In addition to the influence of political context on levels of ideological thinking, both dispositional factors (e.g., cognitive ability) and dispositional ϫ context interactions are also important. For example, Hetherington found that the effect of elite polarization on ideological perceptions of the parties was stronger among the educated, who are better equipped to apprehend and respond to changes in the political environment. 46 the organizing principle of the liberal-conservative continuum is not an available cognitive construct -the information costs associated with learning the candidates' issue positions and calculating issue distances are prohibitive. We hypothesize that these voters rely on simpler criteria in rendering candidate judgements. In particular, we examined whether these voters rely instead on the heuristic cue of party identification and on easy-to-process information about candidate character. Our hypotheses received considerable empirical support. Ideological voters relied substantially more on policy and substantially less on character judgements in forming appraisals of presidential candidates than did their non-ideological counterparts. Moreover, these effects were large in magnitude, and generally consistent across elections from 1984 to 2000.
One of the interesting questions about issue-based candidate evaluation among ideological voters is whether it occurs via a heuristic process, in which Republican candidates are simply assumed to hold more conservative issue preferences than Democratic candidates, or via a Downs-like systematic process, in which voters actually calculate issue proximities. We acknowledge that survey data are not ideally suited to deciphering the cognitive processes that underlie electoral decision making. That said, by using voters' professed concern about the election as a measure of their motivation for effortful thought, we believe we have gained some traction on the 'process' question. Consistent with a large body of evidence from dual-process studies, our results indicate that systematic issue-based candidate judgement is evident in substantial amounts only when both ability and motivation are high. Moreover, ideological thinking conditioned voters' reliance on character assessment much more strongly when motivation (qua campaign concern) was high than when it was low. This finding also comports with the motivational aspect of dual process models among low ability individuals. That is, voters who are highly concerned about the election but lack the use of an ideological lens are eager to make 'good' decisions, but lack the wherewithal to make issue-based distinctions between the candidates; thus, they increase their reliance on easy-to-use heuristic information about candidate character. Finally, highly motivated ideological voters make the least use of character information; they simply do not need it as much to achieve confidence in their electoral judgements, as they can make full use of more diagnostic information about issues.
We had also predicted that the standing heuristic cue of party identification would provide a stronger crutch for non-ideological than ideological voters. This turned out not to be the case; the two types of voters relied equally on party identification. We can think of two explanations for this non-moderated effect. First, in line with the classical conception of party identification stemming from The American Voter, partisanship may provide an enduring social identity in the political realm, providing a basic judgemental anchor for both sophisticated and non-sophisticated voters. A more interesting possibility is that partisanship functions differently depending on level of sophistication. As Fiorina and other revisionists have claimed, party identification represents a 'running tally' of party performance; in this conception, partisanship is more fluid and more susceptible to contemporary evaluations of party leaders, platforms and performance than the earlier model of group identity and party loyalty. 49 It also requires more cognitive effort. While this is mere speculation, we suggest that both conceptions of party identification may be true, but for different voters. The 'data-driven' model of party identification might be more applicable to sophisticated voters, who are in a better position to manage the stream of political events and maintain updated running tallies of party performance. By contrast, the heuristic or 'theory-driven' classical conceptualization may provide a better fit to non-sophisticated voters. Thus, sophisticated and non-sophisticated voters may be using party identification equally, though in different ways. One important implication of these results is captured by the distinct roles that issues and candidates play in the candidate evaluation process. In particular, while policy opinions are by no means entirely stable constructs, 50 it is the changing cast of presidential candidates that provides the dynamism in American electoral politics. 51 From this perspective, the electoral success of the Republican party over the last half century can be attributed to their nomination of better-liked candidates. As we have shown here, that dynamism -in character-based electoral judgement -is provided disproportionately by ideologically innocent voters. Thus, the short-term factors that tip presidential elections would seem to be driven largely by that segment of the electorate that fails to appreciate the liberal-conservative structure of politics. This is not to say that candidate judgement strategies among non-ideological voters are irrational. First, given their limited ability to comprehend the left-right nature of political competition, such voters are arguably acting quite rationally in shifting their attention away from the complicated calculus of issue distances -which our results suggest require at least a modicum of ideological awareness and task motivation -and towards the more familiar and well-rehearsed routine of personality impression formation. Secondly, as previous research has shown, such candidate assessments are not based on irrelevant aspects of character such as attractiveness or physical stature. 52 Rather, they centre on highly relevant character themes, such as the candidate's perceived competence, integrity and leadership qualities. In sum, this flexibility provides ideological and non-ideological voters alike with the tools to appraise presidential candidates meaningfully and make informed political choices.
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